ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
This paper critically examines discursive construction of user involvement 1 both in academia and in industry; more specifically, in IT artifact 2 product development organizations, developing commercial IT artifacts for external use. Therefore, the focus is on the development context, a central research area in both information systems (IS) (Lyytinen, 1987) and HCI literature (Grudin, 1996) . The focus is limited to the product development context (as contrasted with custom IS development), which is a less studied context in IS research, but is the context in which the field of HCI emerged. In product development, commercial IT artifacts are typically developed for a large user population in a situation in which the users might be not known until the product is in market (Grudin, 1991a (Grudin, , 1991b Keil & Carmel, 1995; Symon, 1998) .
However, the product development context should also be considered a critical, even though a very challenging, context for user involvement. IT artefacts, whether developed in a custom IS or product development context, always condition, enable, facilitate and shape social practices. Altogether, they constitute the rules and resources available for human action (Grint & Woolgar, 1997; Orlikowski & Robey, 1991; Suchman & Trigg, 1991) . Also, HCI literature highlights that IT artifacts impose new ways to work, which may be only implicitly designed, but anyhow delivered through the solution. However, an explicit redesign should always be carried out (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Cooper, 1999; Rosson & Carroll, 2002) . Also in the product development context, development-explicitly or implicitly-constitutes the boundaries for the users' work practices, and in constituting the boundaries, an interest in the users seems critical.
Indeed, it has been widely accepted in both IS and HCI literature that users should be involved while developing IT artifacts. Participatory Design (PD) especially has been influential in emphasizing active user participation (Greenbaum & Kyng, 1991; Schuler & Namioka, 1993) . In IS research, user participation has been a central topic for decades, currently legitimately labeled as an "old, tired concept," which, however, needs revisiting (Markus & Mao, 2004) . The field of HCI has addressed the importance of user involvement in approaches such as usability engineering (UE) and usercentered design (UCD) (Bannon, 1991; Cooper & Bowers, 1995; Gould & Lewis, 1985; Karat, 1997) . However, in HCI, user involvement has traditionally been accomplished by "representing the user" in development (Cooper & Bowers, 1995) . This paper focuses on the rhetoric on "representing the user" in IT artifact product development organizations. The responsibility to "represent the users" is assigned to a group of specialists called, for example, usability/human factors/UE/UCD specialists in the literature (e.g., Aucella, 1997; Bias & Reitmeyer, 1995; Bødker & Buur, 2002; Borgholm & Madsen, 1999; Fellenz, 1997; Grønbak et al., 1993; Mayhew, 1999b; Mrazek & Rafeld, 1992; Tudor, 1998; Vredenburg, 1999) . The "representation work" carried out by the "user surrogates" is labeled usability work, in which user involvement is informative or consultative (Damodaran, 1996) at the most. Users comment on predefined design solutions or act as providers of information and objects of observation, but they do not actively participate in the design process nor do they have decision-making power regarding the design solution (Carroll, 1996; Damodaran, 1996) . I adopted a critical poststructuralist approach informed by Foucaultian tradition 3 for the analysis of discourses on user involvement in IT artifact development. I critically examine discourses on usability work, referring to the ways usability work is constructed in practice-in the case organizations involved in this study, but also in academia-in the literature addressing usability work and, more generally, user involvement. Regarding the construction of user involvement in academia, it has been argued that user involvement is a very vague concept and there is a variety of views of what user involvement is and how it should be accomplished (Asaro, 2000; Carroll, 1996; Kujala, 2003) . Furthermore, the influential role of academic communities in imposing meanings and particular "truths" to the social world has been emphasized (Clarke, 2001; Cooper & Bowers, 1995; Bloomfield & Vurdubakis, 1997; Finken, 2003; Foucault, 1972; Weedon, 1987) . Some studies (Cooper & Bowers, 1995; Finken, 2003) have already examined HCI and PD in the Foucaultian spirit as discourses constructing their objects of study (e.g., the users and the user interface) in particular ways and at the same time legitimizing their existence. This paper continues their work, but adds new insights by reviewing more recent literature and incorporating a product development perspective in the analysis.
Regarding user involvement in practice, existing literature has already warned that user involvement may be used only as a buzzword or weapon for achieving surprising or even paradoxical ends (Beath & Orlikowski, 1994 , Catarci et al., 2002 Hirschheim & Newman, 1991; Howcroft & Wilson, 2003; Kirsch & Beath, 1996; Newman & Noble, 1990; Nielsen, 1999; O'Connor 1995 , Robey & Markus, 1984 Symon, 1998) . Some studies on discourses (e.g., Alvarez, 2002; Bloomfield & Vurdubakis, 1997; Nielsen, 1999; Sarkkinen & Karsten, 2005) have already analyzed discourses in IT artifact development, criticizing them for mainly reinforcing management agendas and goals. However, these studies have been carried out in the custom IS development context. There is a clear lack of both empirical studies and studies on discourses on user involvement in the challenging product development context. Therefore, this paper takes a step towards filling that gap by utilizing a poststructuralist approach informed by Foucauldian tradition. This approach has also gained increasing attention in IS research during recent years (Brooke, 2002; Clarke, 2001; Stahl, 2004) , and empirical studies on discourses relying on Foucaultian tradition have proliferated (e.g., Doolin, 1999; Edenius, 2003; Sayer & Harvey, 1997; Thompson, 2003) , even though none of them address discourses on user involvement in the challenging IT artifact product development context. The paper is organized as follows: The next section outlines the poststructuralist approach utilized in this research effort. The third section identifies academic discourses on user involvement in both IS and HCI literature. The fourth section outlines the interpretive research approach utilized in the empirical part of this research effort, the cases involved in this study, and the procedures of data gathering and analysis. The fifth section presents the discourses on usability work identified in the empirical material. The discourses are related to particular organizational settings, but also to the wider discursive field in which the academic IS and HCI communities participate and contribute. The final section discloses the central observations of the paper, discusses their implications and outlines paths for future work.
POSTSTRUCTURALIST APPROACH
I rely on a critical poststructuralist approach informed by Foucaultian tradition 4 in the analysis of discourses on user involvement. Within this approach language, subjectivity and power are central notions. Language is in a critical position: It is assumed that language does not represent reality, but produces it. It is maintained that all prevalent definitions are constructed in language. Furthermore, different languages and different discourses using the same language produce different kinds of realities (Weedon, 1987 (Weedon, , 2004 . Discourses are "certain ways of speaking" that "systematically form the objects of which they speak" (Foucault, 1972, p. 49) . Foucault highlights the importance of power in the analysis of discourses. Knowledge and power are both articulated in discourses (Foucault, 1972; Weedon, 2004) . Discourses also compete with each other and struggle over meanings in language. There is a quest to disseminate the preferred understandings of the world (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; Foucault, 1972 , Weedon, 1987 . Discourses are both socially constructed and socially constructive. Discourses construct our identities and our objects of knowledge (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; Weedon, 2004) . Poststructuralism assumes subjectivity to be fragile, contradictory and constantly constituted in discourses (Weedon, 1987 (Weedon, , 2004 . Discourses offer individuals subject positions that must be occupied if participating in the discourses (Foucault, 1972, pp. 118-119; Foucault, 1980) . People are continuously persuaded as subjects in the discourses that constitute individuals as "subjects of a certain kind." However, people do not only adopt the discourses and the subject positions offered to them, but the discourses can also be questioned and challenged (Weedon, 1987 (Weedon, , 2004 . Nevertheless, some discourses are more available and influential than others. On the other hand, one needs to acknowledge also that access to the discourses might be limited, and not all individuals have the right to participate in a discourse (Foucault, 1972; Weedon, 1987) .
Based on this discussion, guidelines for the analysis of discourses on user involvement are outlined. First, it is important to analyze the formation of objects. One needs to analyze the statements that constitute the objects (e.g., users and the practice of involving them) in discourses. One needs to focus on "certain ways of speaking" that exclude other ways. Foucault maintains that "everything is never said" and "few things are said of the totality." Therefore, one needs to concentrate on statements that have emerged excluding others.
Second, one needs to analyze the subject positions individuals must occupy to take part in a discourse-both as speakers and as listeners (i.e., subject positions offered to and adopted by the researchers and practitioners advocating user involvement, involving the users or being involved as users). Discourses invite people as subjects into the discourses. However, it is also important to acknowledge that access might be limited and only a limited amount of individuals may be allowed to adopt the subject position and consequently participate in the discourse. The analyst needs to ask: Who has the right to speak, the ability to understand, access to the discourses and the capacity to invest the discourse in decisions, institutions, practices? (Foucault, 1972 (Foucault, , 1980 .
DISCOURSES ON USER INVOLVEMENT IN ACADEMIA
As mentioned, it is widely accepted that users should be involved while developing IT artifacts, but there is considerable confusion about the concept of user involvement, which can range from active user participation to the involvement of users as only providers of information and objects of observation (Asaro, 2000; Barki & Hartwick, 1994; Carroll, 1996; Cavaye, 1995; Karat, 1997; Kujala, 2003) . First, HCI literature on user involvement that addresses the challenging product development context is reviewed.
The Practical HCI Discourse Cooper and Bowers (1995) have analyzed HCI literature as a discourse, and show how HCI legitimizes its existence by constructing its objects-users and the user interface-in particular ways. They separate a first wave and a second wave of HCI discourses. The first wave of HCI discourse used a "compassionate rhetoric to advocate user-centered design": HCI was needed since it "represents the users," who form an ignored group in systems design and computer science. In some texts, even a "political and war discourse" was used-HCI was needed to fight for the users. However, "crisis rhetoric" emerged in the beginning of the 1990s. This second wave of HCI discourse did not criticize the designers 5 or the computer scientists, but the first wave of HCI discourse (Cooper & Bowers, 1995, pp. 48-57) . HCI was accused of not producing useful results. Furthermore, HCI was criticized of postulating users only as "human factors," not as 'human actors"; that is, as active agents working and using the computer systems in particular settings (Bannon, 1991) . It was criticized that HCI should involve the users, not only represent them. Claims for more user involvement and for contextual inquiries were expressed (Bannon, 1991; Cooper & Bowers, 1995; Rosson & Carroll, 2002) . Interest also emerged related to the place of HCI in the design process and to the relationship between HCI and designers. Cooper and Bowers (1995) argue that currently there is a trend in HCI to empower the designers who are postulated as users of HCI. They claim HCI is always empowering someone, but there has been a shift from users to designers (Cooper & Bowers, 1995) .
Next, recent HCI literature addressing user involvement in organizations is reviewed. This literature consists of very practical HCI textbooks and articles addressing issues such as how to "design quality HCI" and "make your organization user-centric." This discourse is labeled as a practical HCI discourse. The speaker is positioned as a consultant and a change agent, offering advice on this quest. This discourse constitutes usability work, in which user involvement is indirect 6 . There are to be "user surrogates" (called usability specialists from now on) "representing the users in development" (Aucella, 1997; Bias & Reitmeyer, 1995; Cooper 1999 , Fellenz, 1997 Grønbak et al., 1993; Mrazek & Rafeld, 1992; Nielsen 1993 , Tudor, 1998 Vredenburg, 1999) ; that is, direct user involvement is not within the scope of this discourse. Usability specialists are offered a subject position of a user surrogate representing (if not fighting for) the user in development. However, this has proven to be very challenging-the position of the usability specialists is articulated as problematic (Aucella, 1997; Bias & Reitmeyer, 1995; Borgholm & Madsen, 1999; Gould & Lewis, 1985; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Rosenbaum et al., 2000) . Some even label their work as a "battle" (e.g., Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Mulligan et al., 1991) to highlight the challenge. All said, the legitimacy of this discourse is established this way.
Another position assigned to usability specialists is that of a user surrogate involving the designers, by manipulating and seducing them to "buy into usability work." The designers are postulated as a very important target group (Aucella, 1997; Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Bekker & Vermeeren, 1996; Boivie et al., 2003; Cooper, 1999; Grudin, 1991b; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Mrazek & Rafeld, 1992; Muller & Carey, 2002; Nielsen, 1993; Seffah & Andreevskaia, 2003; Tudor, 1998; Vredenburg, 1999) who should be involved in usability work (Aucella, 1997; Billingsley, 1995; Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Fellenz, 1997; Gardner, 1999; Tudor, 1998) . They should be involved early so the activities affect the design (Aucella, 1997; Gardner, 1999; Grudin, 1991a Grudin, , 1991b Muller & Czerwinski, 1999) . Altogether, project teams should "buy into usability" (Aucella, 1997; Mrazek & Rafeld, 1992) and the teams should perceive usability specialists as team members and allies (Bias & Reitmeyer, 1995; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Muller & Carey, 2002; Rosenbaum et al., 2000) . As one can see, Cooper and Bowers (1995) succeeded in predicting this trend of "HCI empowering the designers instead of the users."
In addition, usability specialists are to act as user surrogates, producing guidelines, tools, methods and processes that prescribe usability work. The literature highlights creation of documentation of best practices, methods and techniques for usability work (Aucella, 1997; Bekker & Vermeeren, 1996; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999b; Muller & Czerwinski, 1999) and integration of usability work into the formal development process (Boivie et al., 2003; Butler, 1996; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Nielsen, 1993; Vredenburg, 1999) as important. Furthermore, usability specialists are positioned as change agents that address many different target groups-management, documentation, training, marketing, different kinds of change and improvement efforts-in their organization. Management's commitment is postulated as an important criterion for success (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Bias & Reitmeyer, 1995; Billingsley, 1995; Boivie et al., 2003; Cooper, 1999; Grudin, 1991b; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999b; Mrazek & Rafeld, 1992 , Nielsen, 1993 . A high-level champion allows usability work to have authority, autonomy and access to development (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Billingsley, 1995; Boivie et al., 2003; Nielsen, 1993) . Furthermore, usability specialists should be perceived as allies of different kinds of improvement initiatives in organizations (Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a) . In addition, marketing, training and documentation should be addressed and cooperation initiated. In all, usability specialists should be able to tailor their message and present their results in languages that each target group understands (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Billingsley, 1995; Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Cooper, 1999; Hutchings & Knox, 1995; Grudin, 1991b; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Rosenbaum et al., 2000; Seffah & Andreevskaia, 2003) .
In all, usability specialists are supposed to seduce and manipulate a multitude of stakeholder groups to "buy into usability." The literature argues that usability work should be "sold" into organizations (Mayhew, 1999a (Mayhew, , 1999b . Presentation of the things done and the results achieved is recommended (Aucella, 1997; Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Cooper, 1999; Mayhew, 1999b; Muller & Czerwinski, 1999; Rosenbaum et al., 2000; Tudor, 1998) . One should also be able to show the benefits achieved (Cooper, 1999; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Rosenbaum et al., 2000) . The business perspective is highlighted (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Cooper, 1999; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Rosenbaum et al., 2000) -usability work should make sense from the business perspective and be related to key business goals (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Cooper, 1999; Fellenz, 1997) . Consideration of costs and benefits is also recommended, since cost-benefit tradeoffs may play a major role in the adoption of usability work (Mayhew, 1999b; Nielsen, 1993; Vredenburg et al., 2002) . Resources should be well planned and budgeted (Aucella, 1997; Mayhew, 1999b; Nielsen, 1993) to assure that usability work does not increase development costs and time (Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Nielsen, 1993) .
Altogether, a competitive advantage and competitiveness in the marketplace achievable through usability work are emphasized. "Selling usability work into organizations" by highlighting the business point of view and cost benefit analyses, and by using the language that sales, marketing and management understand, is advocated. Within this discourse, an ideology of managerialism is evident; management goals are constructed as the main motivator for usability work. The discourse emphasizes profit maximization, work intensification and successful implementation achievable through usability work (c.f., Asaro, 2000; Hirschheim & Klein, 1989; Spinuzzi, 2002) .
The Reflective PD Discourse
However, the practical HCI discourse on usability work is by no means the only discourse advocating user involvement in IT artifact development. There is literature in proximity to HCI, but clearly separating itself from "mainstream HCI." In this literature, critique is addressed to "traditional HCI methods," especially usability testing. It is criticized for restricting understanding of problems, limiting dialog, inhibiting cooperation between designers and users, having a weak impact on design, and advocating neutrality and objectivity (Bannon, 1991; Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Borgholm & Madsen, 1999; Buur & Bagger, 1999; Bødker & Buur, 2002; Carroll, 1996; Cooper, 1999; Gardner, 1999; Kyng, 1994; Löwgren, 1995) . Therefore, this literature separates itself from non-reflective, objectivist HCI and positions itself within the PD tradition, even though acknowledging there might be a need for some kind of "facilitators" (usability specialists, researcher designers) between users and designers.
This literature argues for more cooperative work and reflection related to design practice. The literature maintains that design should be seen as cooperative work, in which people with different competencies appreciate each other and jointly create new work practices. Design needs to be seen as a creative and communicative process involving "mutual reciprocal learning" and "design by doing." Usability specialists need to support everyone's participation and make everyone comfortable in participating (Anderson & Crocca, 1993; Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Blomberg & Henderson, 1990; Brun-Cottan & Wall, 1995; Buur & Bagger, 1999; Bødker & Buur, 2002; Bødker & Iversen, 2002; Bødker et al., 2000; Gadner, 1999; Kyng, 1994 Kyng, , 1998 Löwgren, 1995; Rosson & Carroll, 2002) . Furthermore, emphasis should be on reflection and improvisation. It is argued that PD should not consist of applying decontextualized methods. Instead, professionalism, reflection and creativity are important. One should reflect on methods and challenge their assumptions. One should ask: Why do we do PD and where do we want to take it? (Anderson & Crocca, 1993; Bansler & Bødker, 1993; Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Bødker & Buur, 2002; Bødker & Iversen, 2002; Clement & Van den Besselaar, 1993; Cooper, 1999; Löwgren, 1995; Löwgren & Stolterman, 1999; Thoresen, 1993) .
This discourse is labeled as reflective PD discourse in which the participatory and cooperative nature of the design process is highlighted. Furthermore, the focus is on creation of new work practices-a term that makes a distinction with HCI, which mainly aims at developing usability. The speakers within this discourse have adopted the subject position of a reflective research designer. This discourse legitimizes its existence by differentiating itself from objectivist, non-reflective HCI (and IS). In this discourse, users are positioned as skillful partners in the design process. The usability specialists, if needed at all, are positioned as "reflective facilitators of cooperation and reflection among users and designers."
This discourse has a clear background in the tradition labeled as the PD or cooperative design tradition (i.e., Greenbaum & Kyng, 1991; Schuler & Namioka, 1993) . Finken has analyzed this cooperative design tradition as a discourse constructing its objects of study in particular ways and at the same time legitimizing its existence. Finken shows that this discourse constitutes IT artifact development, users and (researcher) designers in a specific way divergent from other traditions. The tradition constructs itself as empowering and other traditions (functional, socio-technical) as hegemonizing-serving the needs of the management. The cooperative design tradition postulates organizations and IT artifact development as conflict-laden, and researcher designers on the side of the oppressed. They should act as advocates of democracy. Design, on the other hand, is postulated as cooperative work that necessitates mutual reciprocal learning. Reality is postulated as socially constructed. Users and researcher designers are positioned as experts whose cooperation as equal partners is needed (Finken, 2003) . However, cooperative design in Finken's article includes both developments during the 1990s (i.e., Greenbaum & Kyng, 1991) and the Scandinavian trade unionist tradition (term derived from Hirschheim et al., 1997; Iivari & Hirschheim, 1996) , on which cooperative design tradition is based. However, clear differences can be revealed between the Scandinavian trade unionist and cooperative design traditions, even though the latter is an outgrowth of the former. These differences are discussed next.
The Critical IS Discourse
The Scandinavian trade unionist tradition has been postulated as a very critical and management-hostile tradition in IT artifact development. This tradition focused on workplace democracy and trade union involvement in the development of IT artifacts. The tradition had a strong Marxist flavor and relied on the notion of conflict between capital and labor (Asaro, 2000; Bjerknes & Bratteteig, 1995; Bansler, 1989; Bansler & Kraft, 1994; Clement & Van den Besselaar, 1993; Hirschheim et al., 1997; Iivari & Hirschheim, 1996; Kraft & Bansler, 1994; Kyng, 1998; Spinuzzi, 2002) . The goal of user involvement was democratic empowerment of the users, which maintains that workers should be able to participate in decision-making in their workplace (Clement, 1994) . However, in recent years, political issues have decreased in importance and the current outgrowth of this tradition has been labeled as PD or cooperative design. During this trajectory, the focus has shifted from industrial democracy to the cooperative design process, from political to ethical and from structured institutions (trade unions) to situated, local action, even though the ethical responsibilities of the designer still remain as important (Asaro, 2000; Bansler & Kraft, 1994; Beck, 2002; Bjerknes & Bratteteig, 1995; Blomberg & Henderson, 1990; Bødker, 1996; Clement & Van den Besselaar, 1993; Gärtner & Wagner, 1996; Kraft & Bansler, 1994; Hirschheim et al., 1997; Iivari & Hirschheim, 1996; Kyng, 1998; Robertson, 1998; Spinuzzi, 2002) .
Related to this discussion, one can argue that the reflective PD discourse in which the participatory and cooperative nature of the design process is highlighted clearly bases its argument on the current cooperative design tradition, and in this discourse political issues have decreased importance. On the other hand, in some studies in IS literature, the political issue clearly endures. First, studies criticizing user involvement only as a buzzword or a weapon (Beath & Orlikowski, 1994; Hirschheim & Newman, 1991; Howcroft & Wilson, 2003; Kirsch & Beath, 1996; Newman & Noble, 1990; Nielsen, 1999; Robey & Markus, 1984; Symon, 1998) can be interpreted to employ a critical stance. Many studies also highlight the influence of politics and conflicts in IT artifact development (Alvarez, 2002; Bansler & Bød-ker, 1993; Beck, 2002; Bjerknes & Bratteteig, 1995; Bødker, 1996; Gärtner & Wagner, 1996; Hirschheim & Klein, 1994; Howcroft & Wilson, 2003; Kirsch & Beath, 1996; Newman & Noble, 1990 , Nielsen, 1999 Sarkkinen & Karsten, 2005; Symon, 1998) . Of these studies, some have adopted a clearly trade unionist, management-hostile position (Bjerknes & Bratteteig, 1995; Gärtner & Wagner, 1996; Howcroft & Wilson, 2003) . Related to this, it is also argued that IS researchers, instead of defining better IT artifact development methodologies and accepting the managerialist agendas of IT artifact development, should carefully analyze this conflictual and political context and question the agendas (Howcroft & Wilson, 2003) . One should focus on dominance, power, marginality and exclusions both in IT artifact development and use (Beck, 2002) .
This discourse is labeled as a critical IS discourse, in which the speaker is positioned as a warrior, partisan or emancipator (Hirschheim & Klein, 1989) fighting on the side of the oppressed against the oppressors. Workers are viewed as oppressed and in need of emancipation. Usability specialists are offered no position within this discourse, since users need to be active agents in the design process, having power to make decisions regarding the design solution (Damodaran, 1996) . They are not to be "represented." Altogether, this discourse clearly relies on a critical tradition; conflict between capital and labor and emancipation of the workers is emphasized (c.f., Asaro, 2000; Hirschheim & Klein, 1989; Spinuzzi, 2002) .
However, in this literature, the target of criticism is not HCI, but IS literature (as well as apolitical PD); traditional systems development methodologies ("prescriptive IS literature") relying on functionalist paradigm (Hirschheim & Klein, 1989; Kirsch & Beath, 1996) as well as capitalist approaches and methods claiming to involve or empower users/workers popular especially in North America (Asaro, 2000; Bansler & Craft, 1994; Beck, 2002; Beath & Orlikowski, 1994; Carmel et al., 1993; Hirschheim & Newman, 1991; Kraft & Bansler, 1994; Kyng, 1998; Robertson, 1998; Spinuzzi, 2002) are under attack. They are accused of being apolitical, neglecting the role of conflict and only serving management goals (Asaro, 2000; Bansler & Bødker, 1993; Beck, 2002; Beath & Orlikowski, 1994; Bjerknes & Bratteteig, 1995; Hirschheim & Newman, 1991; Howcroft & Wilson, 2003; Finken, 2003; Kirsch & Beath, 1996; Newman & Noble, 1990; Spinuzzi, 2002) .
This section identified three academic discourses on user involvement: a practical HCI discourse, reflective PD discourse and critical IS discourse. The practical HCI discourse is discussed in detail, since the empirical part of this paper focuses on user involvement in the product development context, and user involvement in this context is "mainstream HCI usability work." The critical IS discourse, on the other hand, provides an interesting contrast to the practical HCI discourse identified. Finally, the reflective PD discourse can be argued as "building a bridge" between the academic communities of IS and HCI, since in both communities extensive interest in PD emerged during the 1990s and abundant references to PD have been made. However, the list of discourses on user involvement is by no means exhaustive; there is a multitude of discourses on user involvement to be identified in both HCI and IS literature. Nevertheless, these discourses all construct user involvement in coherent and yet divergent manners-there is a set of rules defining what is legitimate to say about user involvement within each discourse. Furthermore, the discourses offer distinct subject positions for the speakers (HCI and IS researchers) and the listeners (users, usability specialists and designers). However, it needs to be remembered that discourses are always fluid-"their edges are not demarcated and the researchers do not cluster around a prototype, but instead gather at the crossroads" (Deetz, 1996, p. 199) .
Next, while discourses on user involvement are reviewed in a set of IT artifact product development organizations, they are also contrasted with the discourse on user involvement identified in this section.
RESEARCH DESIGN Research Approach
In the empirical part, a case study method is utilized to examine "a phenomenon in its natural setting, employing multiple methods of data collection to gather information from one or a few entities (people, groups or organizations). The boundaries of the phenomenon are not clearly evident at the outset of the research and no experimental control or manipulation is used" (Benbasat et al., 1987, p. 370 ). This method is recommended if little is known about the investigated phenomenon or current perspectives have little empirical evidence, conflict with each other or with common sense (Eisenhardt, 1989) . Related to user involvement in the product development context, the challenging nature and the lack of empirical studies have already been brought up.
More specifically, this research effort is an interpretive case study in which we assume that our knowledge of the world is gained through social constructions, and we attempt to understand and make sense, not explain in the predictive sense. The focus is on meanings attached to the studied phenomenon. Theories are used only as sensitizing devices (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Klein & Myers, 1999; Walsham, 1995) . An interpretive case study method, thus, is suitable for studying how user involvement is constructed in the challenging and currently empirically weakly explored product development context. This is needed also since it has been shown that a variety of meanings can be associated with user involvement in practice. Therefore, in focus are the meanings attached to user involvement in the discourses, in which the organizational members participate and contribute.
Furthermore, the focus on discourses emphasizes that this research is not about "true facts" about what user involvement is, how it is carried out and why it is carried out, but about critically analyzing and revealing how "truths" are constructed in the cases. The adopted epistemological stance is labeled as "weak social constructivism." Social constructivism rejects a naive realist view of representation "that assumes meanings" are fixed entities that can be discovered. "A weak version assumes that there might still be better and worse interpretations, but a strong version rejects even that, maintaining that "truth" is always produced by particular interpreters and should always be analyzed with suspicion (Schwandt, 2000, pp. 197-200) . I view the empirical material to represent a process of reality construction. Then, the material is not assumed to "tell the truth," but it tells how the "natives" are trying and willing to represent "their truth." However, I don't go far in reflecting on my role as a producer of these results (truths) and as an interpreter with particular biases. Therefore, the label "weak" is needed.
Case Description
The cases are four product development units (case units A-D) from four IT artifact development companies. Units A and D are organizational units of large global corporations, units B and C of small-to medium-size enterprises (SMEs). Access to the units was gained though a research project about facilitating usability work in IT artifact development organizations in which the units participated. The units all had a strong background in usability work and/or an interest in facilitating it.
Unit A has "a few years" background in usability work. There are four usability specialists in the unit. Usability work in unit B has been part of development for more than 10 years. There was a group of usability specialists in the unit, but only one was left at the time of the study. Unit C has very little background in usability work. There is one usability specialist in the unit. She has carried out usability work mainly as student work. Finally, usability work in unit D has been in a central position since the establishment of the unit. There is a group of professional, experienced usability specialists in the unit.
The cases were chosen for theoretical reasons to provide examples of polar types in the sense that units A and D are parts of large, global corporations, while units B and C are parts of small IT artifact development companies. In addition, the units' backgrounds in usability work clearly differed, from more than 10 years (B) to only a couple of years (A) to almost no experience at all (C).
The practical ways of involving the users resembled the consultative and informative types in all the case units. The users did not participate nor did they have decision-making power in the design process. The usability specialists "represented them in development." The usability specialists had carried out customer visits (interviewed and observed the users) and evaluated design solutions by using methods such as laboratory usability testing, paper prototyping and different kinds of usability inspection methods. Users were involved as providers of information and objects of observation (c.f., Bannon, 1991).
Data Gathering
The research material was gathered over a period of 3 years. Process data related to usability work was continuously gathered. Process data refers to the "stories about what happened and who did what when-that is, events, activities and choices ordered over time" (Langley, 1999, p. 692) . The material was gathered while conducting process assessments in the units and while supporting the units in the facilitation of usability work by offering workshops and training. In the process assessments, units' personnel were interviewed about their ways of working in a selected project, and it was examined whether usability work was carried out in the projects. The research team also had regular meetings with the personnel. The minutes of the meetings, assessment reports and all e-mail correspondence were saved for the purposes of research. The research team also kept field notes after each joint event.
In addition, contextual data was gathered from the units. We experimented with multiple methods for data gathering to gain grounded insights and to clarify the meanings attached to the phenomenon studied (Benbasat et al., 1987; Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Eisenhardt, 1989) . First, we experimented with organizational culture surveys and gathered quantitative data from the units. Afterwards, we interviewed personnel and gathered feedback from survey results. We interviewed both the usability specialists and people whose work is directly related to the units' core mission. In the interviews, we discussed the context for and the process of usability work. An interview results report was produced. Afterwards, we organized workshop sessions in which we discussed and evaluated the interview results. The results report was updated after the sessions. Finally, we organized additional workshop sessions in which the results gained through the different techniques for data gathering were compared and contrasted with the results of the other units. In addition, before the workshop sessions, we went through all the memos, e-mails, field notes and assessment reports produced. From this material we listed all usability activities carried out in the units, all reported problems related to the activities and all preferences expressed for future actions. We presented this material to allow the participants to also comment on that material. Therefore, the technique of member checking was utilized extensively. Data gathering related to the case units is summarized in Table 1 .
Data Analysis
Analysis of qualitative data is a difficult and not much codified phase in interpretive research. Qualitative research that imitates the positivist tradition aims to make qualitative research rigorous; and formalized, rigorous qualitative methodologies have been defined. However, interpretive research seeks for emic meanings held by the people within the cases studied. Researchers typically have a large amount of qualitative data that is not mechanically manipulable. In addition, analysis is always a creative process: The insights and imagination of the researcher are always needed (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Eisenhardt, 1989; Klein & Myers, 1999; Langley, 1999; Walsham, 1995) . Altogether, interpretive practice is always artistic, political and creative (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000) . However, interpretive research also aims at generalizations and abstractions.
It is argued that the particularities in empirical data should be related to more abstract categories and concepts (Klein & Myers, 1999) . Generalizations in interpretive research can be of different types, but generally one can state that they are "explanations of particular phenomena derived from empirical interpretive research in specific … settings, which may be valuable in the future in other organizations and settings" (Walsham, 1995, p. 79) .
Regarding data analysis in this research effort, I viewed the material as discourses adopted, adapted, produced and reproduced by the personnel of the case units. I searched for recurrent themes in the material-on the level of language use-related to usability work, paying special attention to who says what, why and when. We critically examined the material over and over again to reveal the construction of meanings related to the usability work in each unit. The focus was on systematic ways of language use related to usability work, as well as on subject positions occupied by the speakers that constitute the speakers as subjects "of a certain kind" in relation to usability work. Afterwards, similarities and differences in language use were identified between the cases. Altogether, the systematic ways of language use and the associated subject positions emerged from the empirical material after several rounds of reading through the material.
DISCOURSES ON USER INVOLVEMENT: IN INDUSTRY Usability work as a Tradition
First of all, it was evident that all the case units emphasized that "taking the users into account" is important. In unit A, the manager has strongly emphasized this, as in other units, also:
When 2 years ago I went to (another) Unit B is positioned as a "pioneer" in usability work by the management:
From the viewpoint of the image of the company, one of our goals is to be a pioneer. (Executive, B)

This is visible also in the way the usability issues have been acknowledged. We were the first ones who started it. It's not only related to the technology. (Manager, B)
Also unit C is argued as having "this kind of culture":
Our products are easy to use from the point of view of the users. So it (user-centeredness) has been there, even though not systematically. … We have tested, not usability, but similar kinds of things. We have had these; representatives of customers have gone through these and thought about these issues. And ergonomics and things like that have been a starting point for industrial design. It is a kind of culture in this firm. (Manager, C)
Finally, usability work is positioned as "our bread and butter" in unit D:
We have this general rule that the specification is to be carried out by using user-centered methods. … This should be our bread and butter, user-centered design methods and usability. (Usability specialist, D)
The whole unit should have it as a kind of guiding light (usability as our bread and butter) that directs all our efforts. (Project manager, D)
Management in all the case units highlights the importance of usability work; that is, they are positioned as friendly allies that appreciate usability work. This discourse illustrates that in the case units, the importance of "usable products" and user orientation have been acknowledged-as is the case also in HCI literature, in which "the rhetoric on representing the user," as mentioned, has been crucial as a whole for the legitimacy and identity of the field (Cooper & Bowers, 1995) . However, the critical IS discourse warns us that user involvement might be used only as a slogan or buzzword (e.g., Catarci et al., 2002; Hirschheim & Newman, 1991; Kirsch & Beath, 1996; Nielsen, 1999; Symon, 1998; Tudor, 1998) . From this viewpoint, this discourse can be suspected of being only rhetoric without any aim to actually involve the users. However, next we will review arguments that offer motives for assigning usability work such a central position.
Usability work as an Image Factor and a Selling Argument
Within the second discourse, meanings influenced by a clearly business-oriented viewpoint are assigned to usability work. Usability work is deemed useful since it can be used as an image factor and a selling argument-it can be used to address and manipulate the customer. In unit B, both the usability specialists and managers acknowledge this:
I think [user-centeredness] Also in IS literature, user involvement has been constructed as useful in overcoming resistance and ensuring acceptance (Nandhakumar & Jones, 1997)-the customers as well as the users need to be convinced that the "company knows better." Within this discourse, the capitalist management orientation is evident: Profit maximization and a competitive advantage achievable through user involvement (Asaro, 2000; Spinuzzi, 2002) are highlighted. Related to this, this discourse can be criticized as a "realization of Scandinavians' worst fears" (Spinuzzi, 2002) , since the original aim of user involvement-democratic empowerment of the oppressed worker (Clement, 1994) -is totally missing. On the other hand, the practical HCI discourse clearly advocates this kind of discourse while emphasizing the business benefits achievable through usability work (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Cooper, 1999; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Rosenbaum et al., 2000) .
From the managerial point of view, this seems to be a tempting discourse on usability work, positioning the speaker as a "business and profit-oriented utilizer of usability work." From the usability specialists' viewpoint, on the other hand, this can be seen as a discourse to utilize as a change agent, "selling usability work into the development organization" (Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a; Rosenbaum et al., 2000) .
However, one can also criticize this discourse as being mere rhetoric without any aim to actually involve the users. The usability specialists of unit B acknowledge this risk:
I admit that it is valued here-my and Ellen's (both former usability specialists) work is valued in this firm-but it is like: 'it's enough that you are here (laugh).' It is like mere talk was enough. (Team leader, B)
The fact that the team (of usability specialists and graphical designers) existed created an illusion that usability issues are taken care of.
There were people who took care of these issues and had knowledge about these issues, but the knowledge didn't necessarily have any contact with the end product or how it was developed. (Graphical designer, B)
Also, the usability specialists of unit D discuss the risk of usability work becoming only a useful managerial buzzword: 
Usability work as a waste of Time and Money
The discourses do not necessarily glorify usability work. In some case units, some personnel have adopted a very negative standpoint related to usability work. In unit A, usability work is positioned as contributing merely to the "finishing touch," involving "useless speculation":
Projects always have limited resources and one must decide whether to invest in the finishing touch [usability] Altogether, within this discourse usability work is condemned to be inefficient and timeconsuming. This is quite alarming, and apparently a problem acknowledged also by the HCI community, since the practical HCI discourse warns that one should assure that usability work does not increase development costs and time (Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Nielsen, 1993) , and cost-benefit tradeoffs may play a major role in the adoption of usability work (Mayhew, 1999b; Nielsen, 1993; Vredenburg et al., 2002) .
Financial issues, particularly, are brought up as hindering usability work:
It is problematic to get money and the permission from the projects to do this, it's not easy to get permission to spend money on doing usability. (Manager, A)
Another important issue is that one should be able to show the benefits achieved (Cooper, 1999; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Rosenbaum et al., 2000) . Unit C especially has placed strong emphasis on concrete results and on money spent in achieving them:
The company is expecting some concrete advantages [from usability work] The personnel responsible for IT artifact development-the designers and their managers-position themselves as sceptics in relation to usability work, condemning it as useless unless proven otherwise. The arguments of the practical HCI discourse highlighting the importance of designers' and managers' "buy in" (Aucella, 1997; Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a; Rosenbaum et al., 2000) can also be read as an implicit fear of the existence of this discourse.
Usability work as a Controllable and Measurable Quality Improvement
However, insofar as usability work is viewed as useful, it can still be constructed by relying on different kinds of discourses. One possibility is to adopt a discourse that constructs usability work as a controllable, measurable quality improvement effort that should and could be treated like other large-scale quality improvement efforts in organizations. This was the case in unit A, in which it is assumed that usability work should be carried out by "controlling projects to do quality work." As mentioned, in unit A, "it is problematic to get money and permission from the projects to spend money on doing usability." The discussion proceeded as follows: The usability specialists have labeled themselves as a "mommy mob" 7 (Usability specialist, A) reflecting their will to control "the projects to do quality work." Also in unit D, the usability specialists position usability work as "doing quality work" and, more specifically, "real research":
We should have more research orientation and quality. Related to quality, the workers and the [usability] A project manager states that the projects should always be able to state that "we had real users involved in this, there is real research in the background, these relations are correct" (Project manager, D). Related to this, controlling and monitoring are necessary, since:
If [usability work] is not demanded, guess what happens? People don't do it, because it is too burdensome. Why would people do things in a difficult, burdensome way if they can do it more easily? (Usability specialist, D)
Our managers should say that it is stated in our strategies that in the future we will carry out these kinds of initiatives and our competence in usability should be on a high level. And now we will together to start to fix it. (Project manager, D)
Within this discourse, written work descriptions are seen as useful, as is also suggested by the practical HCI discourse: Documentation of best practices (Aucella, 1997), a description of the methods and techniques for usability work (Fellenz, 1997) and a formal development process with usability work included (Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a) are recommended. In unit A, a software process model with usability work included has been produced and is deemed helpful in integrating usability work into "normal project work": Also in unit D, the specialists, as mentioned, have produced "proposals related to ways of working in the unit."
This discourse was evident in units A and D. These units are parts of large, global corporations. In unit A, not only the usability specialists, but also the designers and managers, participated in it. However, in unit D the situation is different. The usability specialists were the only ones postulating usability work this way. Furthermore, they seemed to utilize this discourse in positioning the other stakeholder groups-designers and managers-in a morally subordinate position; managers are postulated as "not demanding enough," designers as "careless" and "having no arguments behind their decisions":
Management has not understood to demand quality which, together with the lowering of the competence level, has resulted in degradation of usability. (Usability specialist, D)
In some [projects] 
Usability work Through Persuading, Marketing and Manipulating
Finally, this discourse on usability work is distinctive in its view of usability work as a phenomenon that should be sold to the IT artifact development preferably by "sneaking in, in secret." This discourse, as well as the previous one, positions usability specialists as the ones "empowering the designers," but these discourses attach clearly divergent meanings to this "empowering." In the former discourse, usability work was constructed as "controlling and monitoring," while in the latter discourse usability work means "sneaking in, in secret." This can be accomplished, for example, through the usability specialists employing influential positions:
I think it is very important from the point of view of user-centeredness that our manager is a usability specialist, that there is this kind of competence. We can avoid a lot of unnecessary work, because our manager makes the decisions. We can trust her; we don't have to question her decisions. … This user-centered viewpoint kind of affects other things in secret. I think it is strategically very important that a usability specialist was nominated as a manager who can make the decisions regarding the product. (Team leader, B)
Within this discourse, usability specialists act as change agents who address many different target groups and tailor their message to languages that each target audience understands (Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a; Rosenbaum et al., 2000) :
[Knowledge of user-centeredness] spreads through my and Ellen's [both former usability specialists] personalities, what we are able to tell about it. We forcefully talk about user-centeredness when [sales and marketing] want to hear what we do. (Team leader, B)
Here the discussions between development and marketing, they happen through me [former usability specialist] . The designers don't discuss directly with marketing and marketing doesn't contact the designers directly. I function as a mediator. (Manager, B) However, designers are postulated as the most important target group (Aucella, 1997; Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a ) who should buy in to usability and perceive usability specialists as allies (Aucella, 1997; Fellenz, 1997; Mayhew, 1999a; Rosenbaum et al., 2000) : It is argued that "representing the user" is accomplished through the usability specialists actively cooperating with the designers, who otherwise might ignore the results of usability work. In this quest, the controlling and monitoring strategy is condemned as ineffective.
Only the personnel from case unit B participated in this discourse, and even in this unit it was only the usability specialists who participated in it. This is quite natural, since the aim is to "sneak in, in secret." However, personnel from units A and D are familiar with this discourse, but they could not offer a success story related to it. In unit A, there is a "long way to go": "If we aim at all our designers actively carrying out usability work in projects, we still have a long way to go" (Manager, A). Re-garding addressing other organizational units, short lectures have been given by the usability specialists, but it is maintained that "this work is extremely painful and a persevering job. You must proceed slowly and take small steps. You can't change the direction of a ship of this size very fast" (Manager, A).
In unit D it is maintained that if "usability is everybody"s responsibility, then it's nobody's responsibility: Therefore, this discourse was adopted only in unit B. Nevertheless, this discourse has a clear resemblance to the practical HCI discourse. The manipulative, seductive strategy has already been recommended-the ones introducing usability work should act as change agents and seduce and manipulate other people to "buy into usability" (Billingsley, 1995; Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Bloomer & Croft, 1997; Cooper, 1999; Hutchings & Knox, 1995; Mayhew, 1999a Mayhew, , 1999b Rosenbaum et al., 2000; Rosson & Carroll, 2002) . However, only in unit B do the usability specialists maintain having succeeded in this quest.
DISCUSSION
Summary of the Results
This paper has examined discourses on usability work in IT artifact product development organizations. Through analysis of empirical, qualitative material, five discourses on usability work were identified. The discourses construct usability work and the position of usability specialists in different ways in the case units. The differences are summarized by mapping the discourses on usability work identified with the particular units in which they emerged, as illustrated in Table 2 The usability specialists in unit A employ the position of a controlling "mommy mob" "fighting for the user"; the designers have condemned usability work as a waste of time and money, but at the same time, the controlling, monitoring, measuring approach to usability work is accepted as a working solution. The usability specialists in unit B are positioned as seductive change agents "sneaking in, in secret." The uses of usability work as an image factor and a selling argument are acknowledged, granting usability work some legitimacy-especially at the executive level. However, subtle ways of working are needed in this unit to influence and manipulate a multitude of stakeholder groups to "buy into usability". Also in unit C, usability work is appreciated as a selling argument and an image factor, but the discourse of the personnel responsible for technical development overrode in this context, and "usability became a curse word". Therefore, usability specialists currently employ no position in this unit. Finally, the usability specialists in unit D are positioned as "staid researchers demanding more quality and control." Also in this unit, usability work is utilized as a managerial tool for improving the image of the unit. In addition, designers are a hindering stakeholder group condemning usability work as a waste of time and money. In unit D, however, the usability specialists offer the "careless designers" and "not demanding enough managers" a morally subordinate position.
This observation may be related to the notion of power, a prominent theme in Foucault's writings. The designers in case units A, C and D utilize a discourse constituting usability work as a waste of time and money. In unit A, a controlling and monitoring strategy is, nevertheless, accepted as a working solution, but in unit C, the usability specialists clearly have "lost the battle." All in all, one could argue that the discourses the usability specialists utilize are typically submissive, figuring out ways and strategies for involving (empowering) the designers, who do the "real work here" (Manager, A) and whose contribution is "always needed" (Team leader, B) . In unit D, however, the usability specialists offer the "careless designers" and "not demanding enough managers" a morally subordinate position. The notion of "usability work as bread and butter" grants the usability specialists an influential position in this unit. Nevertheless, except for unit D, one could argue that the usability specialists do not seem to employ very influential positions in the IT artifact development and are, due to this, also in desperate need of "rhetoric on representing the user that legitimizes their existence."
Relationship to Academic Discourses
It was argued that these discourses can be related to wider discursive fields in which both the HCI and IS communities participate and contribute. As mentioned, existing literature has made us aware that user involvement might be used only as a buzzword and a slogan (e.g., Catarci et al., 2002; Hirschheim & Newman, 1991; Kirsch & Beath, 1996; Nielsen, 1999; O'Connor 1995) . The first discourse assigning usability work a central position in every case unit might be viewed as relating to the same phenomenon. Furthermore, the other identified discourses indicate that this important position has not been fully realized. Especially the second discourse-which constructs usability work as useful, since it can be used as an image factor and a selling argument-warns us that within this discourse the management goals may be the main (sole?) motivator for usability work. Usability work is useful for the company in making more profit and improving the image of the company. Furthermore, the third discourse that condemns usability work as a mere waste of time and money implies that this "tradition of user-centeredness"-even though highlighted by the management-is not very strong. The designers are unwilling to accept usability work, and the benefits of usability work must be realized before it will be accepted. The financial reasons had led one unit to even abandon usability work.
The fourth and fifth discourses, however, illustrate that in the other three case units usability work has survived further. These discourses show, nevertheless, that it can be postulated in different ways. Usability can be constructed as a measurable, controllable quality criterion that should be aimed at through the usability specialists-acting as policemen-controlling and monitoring the projects "to do quality work." In this case,the focus is on the quality of both the process and the product. On the other hand, usability work can also be viewed as a phenomenon to be sneaked in, in secret. The designers are seen as an important target group and they are supposed to become "usability specialists" "in secret," by "doing things together" with the usability specialists. The usability specialists should also aim at employing influential positions in their units for their competence to also be "sneaked in, in secret" and so they can "sell usability" to a multitude of target groups in their company.
Altogether, these discourses on usability work bear a clear resemblance to the practical HCI discourse identified earlier. Within the discourses, user involvement is constituted as indirect, and usability specialists are offered a subject position of a user surrogate representing (if not fighting for) the users in development. However, the case units differ in terms of other subject positions offered to these user surrogates. They might also be positioned as change agents involving a multitude of other stakeholder groups (designers, managers, marketing, sales …) by seducing and manipulating them to "buy into usability" or as controlling and monitoring "prescribers" imposing guidelines and processes on development. In either case, the resemblance to the existing HCI discourse is still evident. The empirical findings are summarized next in relation to the subject positions offered to usability specialists in the practical HCI discourse (see Table 3 ).
The reflective PD discourse, on the other hand, was argued as "building a bridge" between the academic communities of IS and HCI. In both communities, extensive interest in PD has emerged during the 1990s. Recent HCI textbooks advocating user involvement (e.g., Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998; Mayhew, 1999b; Rosson & Carroll, 2002) refer directly to PD literature and suggest more participative design. This reference to PD literature, however, has been criticized, since either PD is only mentioned, not actually expected (e.g., in Mayhew, 1999b) , it is interpreted only as a technical method improving the design process (Carroll, 1996) or it is interpreted to refer merely to prototyping and, all in all, suggested merely to achieve management goals (especially Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1998 , according to Spinuzzi, 2002 . Regarding this discourse in practice, the empirical results do not support the notion that "participative design" has been realized in industrial settings. Participative user involvement was not articulated in the discourses that the members of the case units participated in and contributed to. Table 3 . Subject positions of the practical HCI discourse in the case units Next, the critical IS discourse, relying on an ideal of democratic empowerment of the skilled worker and on the view of them as active agents in the design process, which is political and full of conflicts that need to be acknowledged, is contrasted with the discourses on usability work identified from empiria. In doing so, the results achieved within this study can be seen as very alarming. From the viewpoint of the critical IS discourse, some of the discourses on usability work can be interpreted to be in stark contrast with the original aim of user involvement. Within these discourses, the goal of usability work is expressed in terms that appeal to management; they highlight the money-making and money-saving aspects of usability work. Usability work is seen as helping the projects to "do quality work" and "get it right the first time"-usability work is constructed as useful for money-saving purposes. On the other hand, usability work is highlighted as a selling argument and image factor for making more profit. This discourse especially can be criticized for being overtly capitalist, and even labeled as a "misuse of user involvement." The management goal of "convincing the customer" by appealing to usability work might even be viewed as a way of "silencing the users" (Asaro, 2000), instead of "giving them a voice."
Altogether, this type of capitalist orientation related to usability work identified in the product development context might be viewed as a "realization of Scandinavians" (trade unionists) worst fears (Spinuzzi, 2002) , totally neglecting the original aim of user involvement; that is, democratic empowerment of oppressed workers. Related to this, it is also acknowledged that "empowerment" and "involvement" can be used only as rhetorical tools that try to conceal that IT artifacts are always developed to serve management goals. "Involvement" may actually mean exclusion and marginalization rather than empowerment of the ones who are oppressed (Howcroft & Wilson 2003 , O'Connor 1995 . Particularly when user "involvement" is only indirect, it is a question mark whether and how users could be "emancipated" or empowered in the democratic sense, even though these user surrogates are "representing them in the development."
User involvement can also be criticized of only serving technological colonialism (Asaro, 2000) . Just like anthropologists-who served the interests of colonial control while producing representations of other exotic, primitive cultures who were not able to contribute or argue against these authoritative representations (Clifford & Markus, 1986 )-the designers (and the usability specialists) produce representations of users and at the same time serve the interests of technological colonialism: They represent the users for the sake of management goals-for the purposes of money making and money saving in the IT artifact development companies (c.f., Asaro, 2000) . Furthermore, if users participate in the process, they are contributing to the production of these texts-the representations of themselves. From this viewpoint, user involvement can be seen as a way of silencing the users-users cannot reject the system anymore, since they have participated in the process. However, users are never equally equipped to produce these texts or to participate in the development, due to which the "technological elites"-like the anthropologists-ultimately have the authority to produce the representations of the technologically illiterate, "primitive," "exotic" other (c.f., Asaro, 2000) . In the case units, the users were not active participants who produced representations of themselves, due to which they were not "silenced" in this sense. However, in one case unit, the designers were not producing representations of the users either and even refused to take into account the representations produced by the usability specialists. Management, nevertheless, was "silencing the users" (and the customers) by appealing to usability work.
Relevance to Practice
This type of critical studies can be argued to lack relevance to practice, which seems to be a very important goal in both IS and HCI research. However, as a defense for this type of studies, one might argue that relevance can be achieved in many ways. For example, research-ers can act as the conscience of society (Lee, 1999) , and they can reshape the practitioners' thinking and actions in the longer perspective (Lyytinen, 1999) -also, these issues have been interpreted to be relevant to practice. Therefore, critical examinations of user involvement in IT artifact development should be considered useful in the sense of highlighting the risk of user involvement becoming only a buzzword and a slogan whose acceptance and utilization is totally dependant on short-term financial motivators. Related to this, the influential role of academic communities is also emphasized (Cooper & Bowers, 1995; Finken, 2003; Foucault, 1972; Weedon, 1987) . It is recommended that the HCI community especially should carefully reflect on what kinds of discourses on user involvement it advocates and deems as legitimate.
All in all, this paper provides help in answering questions such as, "What kind of animal is this (and should it be)?" related to research on "user involvement," and "What kind of animal are you (and should you be)?," which addresses both the researchers analyzing, advocating and prescribing user involvement in IT artifact development, and the practitioners developing IT artifacts, involving the users in development or being involved as users in development. The practitioners especially, who assume a subject position of a "user surrogate" "representing the user" in IT artifact development can reflect on the other subject positions offered to them. In the practical HCI discourse, these practitioners have also been positioned as "user surrogates," monitoring and controlling or seducing and manipulating the designers, or as change agents selling usability work to a multitude of stakeholder groups in their organization. As an addition to these subject positions, the critical IS and reflective PD discourses provide alternative subject positions that, nevertheless, could be occupied by these "user surrogates," those being a "warrior, partisan or emancipator fighting on the side of the users against the oppressors," or a "reflective facilitator of cooperation among users and designers."
Paths for Future work
Altogether, it has been argued that especially in the IT artifact product development context, the ethical issues should eventually be acknowledged (Adam & Light, 2004) . Therefore, regarding paths for future work, I would recommend studies that critically analyze literature on user involvement from the viewpoint of the ethical assumptions they advocate. In addition, studies that analyze our representational practices and articulations of our authority (c.f., Clifford & Markus, 1986) in the studies on user involvement are recommended. In this study, I have not reflected on these issues; that is, the reflection on my representational practices is lacking. This type of study could ask: Who has the authority to interpret user involvement in organizations? How is this authority articulated in the text? How does the writer's voice situate and pervade the accounts? What is excluded, and are voices silenced? And finally: Why are these stories produced in the first place? On a more practical level, empirical studies on user involvement in the product development context are also recommended. Contextual factors affecting user involvement (and more particularly, usability work) should be examined. In addition, the voice of the users, a voice clearly silenced in this paper, should be heard also in the IT artifact product development context. Finally, studies that critically examine power, politics, marginality and exclusion (c.f., Beck 2002) in the IT artifact product development context are warmly recommended.
little value on the user. This paper illustrates the need for a linguistic theory of IS. As Iivari notes, research in this vein is often criticized for its lack of relevance to practice. Could it be that this perceived lack of relevance is due to a lack of understanding of the power of language, and an inertia in IS academics and practitioners to challenge ingrained discourses? For me, this suggests that a linguistic theory of IS is of great relevance to practice.
